Community gardening is an increasingly popular phenomenon. Local governments wishing to 'green' the city and make the urban environment more 'inclusive' sometimes promote community gardening as a means to meet policy goals. Scholars from various fields have been keen to focus on these positive promises of community gardening. However, community gardens are not inherently different from their surroundings or good in themselves as they are connected to wider urban landscapes and routines through practice. Building on empirical research that I conducted at three community gardens in Sydney, Australia, I reveal how property is practised in three gardens with different property models, focussing on three practices -transplanting, plotting and fencing. I show that community gardeners produce property relationally and that through each of these practices, they create overlapping understandings of common and private property. Gardeners have contradictory motivations that are geared both towards community inclusion and the protection of personal interests. The paper reveals that while feelings of ownership contribute to a sense of community belonging, they also help legitimatise a defensive and exclusive spatial claim. Community gardening is an increasingly popular phenomenon. Local governments wishing 6 to 'green' the city and make the urban environment more 'inclusive' sometimes promote 7 community gardening as a means to meet policy goals. Scholars from various fields have 8 been keen to focus on these positive promises of community gardening. However, 9 community gardens are not inherently different from their surroundings or good in 10 themselves as they are connected to wider urban landscapes and routines through practice.
Introduction

21
Urban community gardens are collectively managed urban spaces where people garden 22 together or alongside each other. Other than allotment and victory gardens, community 23 gardens are strongly associated with grassroots initiative, and traditionally exist in tension 24 with formal urban land use regulations before they are either evicted or formalised (see these gardens often bring up this issue. One community gardener for example describes the 23 project in her neighbourhood as 'a gated community' in which the gardens do not achieve to 24 create a sense of community, because it feels like an exclusive club of gardeners. Other gardeners consider exclusive access to the garden fair because the people who invest in the 1 garden should be rewarded for their effort.
2
Taking its cue from recent developments in property research, this paper builds on the 3 insight that property and associated rights to include or exclude are not absolute, but 4 constantly subject to changing enactments and interpretations that can make property do 5 different kinds of work with both inclusive and exclusive effects (Blomley, 2004; 2015) . As Rather than accepting the inclusionary characteristics attributed to community gardens, or 8 judging the exclusionary practices of community gardeners as materialized in garden fences,
9
I ask how community gardens sit in a wider landscape of property relationships and what 10 kinds of property relationships are produced through gardening practices and gardeners' 11 movement between different property spaces. These explorations lead to the main argument 12 that community gardening practices are partly motivated by community objectives but 13 equally relate to private gardening practices and to gardeners' personal lives. Gardeners 14 produce understandings of property relationally which leads to contradictory motivations and 15 relationships that are at once geared towards community belonging and personal interest.
16
Consequently, the current support for and scepticism towards community gardens can be 17 replaced with a more nuanced consideration of the property practices these spaces facilitate 18 and what the effects of those practices are.
19
First I conceptually frame community gardens as spaces for studying the complexity 20 of property practices and relationships. I then move on to an exploration of community 21 gardening in the Inner West of Sydney. After an introduction of the field sites, I identify three 22 property practices that came forth out of the empirical work -transplanting, plotting and 23 fencing. I use these practices to guide a discussion about property relations in and around 24 community gardens and shed critical light on discourses in which the 'community' aspect of 1 community gardening is put forward as inherently inclusive. Blomley, 2016). Even in its most simplified form -an individual right to exclude others from 8 a particular thing or resource -property requires that people understand property rules and 9 conditions regarding access to goods and other resources (Rose, 1994) . Or in Blomley's 10 words (2016, page 227): 'Property is only good against the world if lay people understand the 11 nature of the rights to which it is attached'. Even when approached as an individual 12 entitlement, property is an inherently communicative and hence social phenomenon. This is 13 why Rose (1994) argues that any private property regime as a whole is common property 14 shared among its subscribers. This key insight illustrates how property is more complex than 15 an individual's exclusive right to access or use something.
16
Complexity also plays out where vernacular understandings and workings of property This insight is important because law has an interactive relationship with everyday 24 life. It is shaped by everyday understandings and practices of property and simultaneously it 'continues on through causal chains into the world of stuff' where it affects real matter and 1 real life (Delaney, 2002, page 78). Concurrently, a strong effect of property is that it makes 2 itself seem natural, secure and fair to the extent that it masks the exclusion, injustice and 3 reliance on community resources that were necessary to create an illusion of stability 4 (Blomley, 2013; Nedelsky, 1990 ). So although research shows that many property 5 relationships are shaped by and affect community dynamics, the private property regime in 6 which property is understood as the exclusive right of one person to exclude others, remains 7 dominant. This effect is described as the agency of property itself (Blomley, 2013) . The tendency of property to make itself seem natural combined with its power to affect real 9 life creates a need for ethnographic research that uncovers how property is practised in 10 everyday life, how the effects of those practices are felt and how people make sense of its 11 results (Blomley, 2015; 2016 ).
13
Property as practice 14 Aside from asking what property represents, researchers ask through which practices - conversely, people take responsibility over public space through private property practices in 21 order to take temporary control over common areas (Blomley, 2004; Lang, 2014) .
22
Gardening is one set of practices which allows social scientists to explore the Research on urban agriculture shows that gardening practices are potentially radical 9 which might subvert the hegemony of neoliberal market logic and modes of thought.
10
Gardening practices open up private spaces to be used by third parties and in ways that can 11 exist outside the dominant market (Naylor, 2012; Lang, 2014; Wekerle and Classens, 2015).
12
There are hopeful expectations that practices of commoning might enable more inclusive and Quastel's work also shows that aside from social inclusion, empowerment and citizenship, 4 community gardens might instead be stripped from their transformative potential and shape 5 exclusive landscapes of property relationships.
6
To generate a deeper understanding of property relationships associated with 7 community gardens, I wish to build on the insight generated by these studies that have In the remainder of this paper I explore and discuss gardening and property practices 9 in three community gardens and gardeners' nearby private properties to reveal the ways in communist system, the efficiency is actually less I believe. Because no one takes care People value the possibility to work out their own routine and garden at times that are 13 convenient for them. The system of plots allows people to come and go as they please 14 because there is no need to negotiate with others. This means however that there is no 15 incentive to attend working bees, resulting in the working bees becoming non-existent.
16
On the one hand the plot is an autonomous space that allows people to follow 17 personal routines, but at the same time the plot is a spatial device that is constitutive of instance. Unless they're regulars. And then they think oh I want to be part of it'.
13
(Henry, 76, Stanley Road Garden) 14 This illustrates that although the fence keeps people out it is also understood as a connection 15 between the community and outsiders.
16
At the communal garden the fence has a similar double role. There, the fence is used 17 as a mechanism to respond to conflict in the group. When certain members cause friction, the group, but on the other hand these practices also create defensive and exclusionary attitudes 9 towards outsiders.
10
The gardening practices I presented here problematize readings of community gardens 11 as either inherently inclusive or as perpetuating neoliberal hegemony. The focus on practices 12 in community gardens shows that these projects comprise community-mindedness as well as 
